BLOOMINGTON * MONROQE COUNTY

mpo

POLICY COMMITTEE
January 8, 2016
1:30 - 3:00 p.m.

Policy Committee Meeting Minutes
January 8, 2016 Council Chambers #115
Attendance:

Policy Committee: Jason Banach, Jack Baker, Adam Wason, Richard Martin, John Hamilton, Kent McDaniel,
Julie Thomas, Andy Ruff, Sarah Ryterband, Geoff McKim, Lisa Ridge, Jim Ude

Staff: Josh Desmond, Anna Dragovich, Vince Caristo, Scott Robinson, Emily Avers

Others: Andrew Cibor

l. Call to Order: Introductions were made.
II.  Elections:

Richard Martin said if Kent McDaniel will agreedo it again, | will nominate him to do that jobdarack
Baker as vice-chair as well. Geoff McKim seconded.

Kent McDaniel said if anyone else feels they wdildelto serve, I'd be happy to step aside. Arectlzey
other nominations?

There were none.
**Motion passed unanimously.
McDaniel thanked the committee members.

lll.  Approval of the Minutes
a. November 6, 2015:

**McKim moved for approval. Ruff seconded. Motioagsed through unanimous voice vote.

IV.  Communications from the Chair:
Kent McDaniel presented. As you know, | am an adistor public transportation. Mark Stoops a former
Policy Committee member who is currently serving@sState Senator, has introduced Bill 128 thatldvo
create a new funding source for public transportati Monroe County. This is th& gear in a row he’s
introduced similar legislation. It would increake thcome tax rate by a minimum of 114 a percent, to a
maximum of 1/14 of 1%, which would raise at theimimm level about $2.9 million and at the maximum
level $7.2 million. He’s currently looking for cgansors, both in the house and the senate, sgahais
got any suggestions, we’'d appreciate your suppothis bill. This is something that would diredtiypact
and improve service for Bloomington Transit andRaral Transit. That's all | have.

V. Reports from Officers and/or Committees
a. Citizens Advisory Committee: Sarah Ryterband sa&dent positive recommendations for the items on
the agenda for today.
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b. Technical Advisory Committee: Josh Desmond said @ reviewed same items you will review

today and voted in favor of a positive recommenddtr you to accept all of those today.

Reports from the MPO Staff
a. Quarterly Tracking Report — First Quarter FiscahlY2016: Anna Dragovich said we have the quarterly

tracking report for work done during th&duarter of 2016, so July 2015- Septemb&@&®015. We
held our meeting at end of October. All the repids the meeting are in your packet for your revie
There are no red flags to raise. All the projertseoving along fairly well. Our next quarterly ct
tracking meeting will be Februaryt for the 29 quarter. We're anticipating the reports from that
meeting at your next meeting.

Ryterband said | noticed the INDOT LPA contract haisbeen signed. Is there any update on that?
There’s one at Allen St./Walnut St. That's one ahmwhere | see no contract with INDOT. I'm
wondering where we're going with the INDOT agreetsen

Desmond said the Allen/Walnut contract has beeredig<eep in mind this report is as of September.

Ryterband said in the notes for the Tapp Rd/Roc¢kpaiproject there were things that | didn’t
recognize. I'm hoping you can help me. What isdflegy investigation?

Desmond said a red flag investigation is a premjirnigh level environmental scan of a proposed
project. It looks at what historic features migatitmpacted, what environmental features might be
impacted... Anything that might have an impact oinfggacted.

Ryterband said can you tell me what SHPO is itMIEBBA Task that’s in progress?

Desmond said SHPO is the State Historic Presemnv@tfficer who has a review period on projects that
impact historic resources.

Martin said | have a couple questions about howesginthe calculations for the federal funding petce
are done. Is that the approved federal total alseh divided by new totals? | don’t know what number
is in there.

Desmond said it should reflect the federal paditgm in the total project cost.

Martin said let's take the Henderson Multi-Use pRitevious totals we've got $200,000 for all phases
The new totals are $1,452,980. Approved fedef&l&D,000 and the local match is $1,292,980. You
said federal funds 80%. $160,000 is not 80% ofadingr number that's there other than previoussotal
Is that how you calculate it? The previous totalsber?

Desmond said that one is reflecting only the pidseh has been approved into the TIP right now. For
that project, the phases beyond design are rie¢ ililP at this point, so they are not approved for
federal funding. We need to make it clear what veaiculating there.

Martin said I'm assuming then that the federal fusldortfall is what you're expecting to be appraved
the TIP when it gets approved.

Desmond said that is correct.

Martin said you also have the federal fund shoitfdold on the Tapp Rd/Rockport Rd intersection
improvement. Is there a reason is was in bold?

Desmond said that was just a formatting error.
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Ruff said under complete streets policy compliaaidee end of every project form, since the LPA
submits the update form, if staff felt there wasanfully entirely accurate reflection in the cormtse
how would that play out?

Desmond said we would report it to our committéésioesn’t meet the requirements. The Policy
Committee does have the authority to review anytirage’s a change in that status. You have the
option to alter the funding, if you feel completiests is not being lived up to in the project pssc We
would make the report and give the policy commiiteeopportunity to make a decision on where to go
from there.

Martin said on all three applications that we’régngdo discuss later, the check boxes that hade to
with compliant or exempt from Complete Streetsheeione are checked.

Ruff said who would note possible out of compliawith Complete Streets. How would it go through
the process. Maybe a little report on that nexttim

Martin said they all indicate not applicable.

VII. Old Business

a. National Highway Network & National Truck Network¥ince Caristo presented. This is an item
that was tabled at the November 2015 meeting.Hednenefit of some of the new members of the
committee, I'll give a full background on the demiswe’re asking for today. The Federal
Highway Administration administers several naticoaldway networks for different purposes,
including the National Highway System, the Natiofiaick Network and the Federal Functional
Classification Network. For each of these netwdhe authority for changes and modifications is
made at the federal level, but they accept motificaequests from individual states for each of
these networks. However, they require the statemustrate coordination and cooperation with
local governments and Metropolitan Planning Orgaitias when requesting changes to any of
these national networks. In August of 2013, IND@iliated a statewide review of the National
Highway System, the National Truck Network and Faldeunctional Classification network
across the state of Indiana. That is where thisasiopriginated. This committee has considered
this issue twice since that time, in November df28nd September of 2015. Each time we've
deferred action on the issue for further reviewstMecently we organized a meeting with FHWA
representatives to assist in further reviewingtthggc. We had more than 15 people attend
including members of the Policy Committee, the Tzl Advisory Committee and the Citizens
Advisory Committee, as well as the Federal High#dgninistration, staff from City and County
to discuss issues surrounding the National HighByasgem, Federal Functional Classifications and
the National Truck Network. At that time the gralgrided on a path forward to take action on the
National Highway System and National Truck Netwakparately from the Federal Functional
Classification Network. What we heard around théetavas there was too much information to
take action on all three networks at one timettitNational Highway System and National Truck
Network decision could be made together. That'se/ive are today. Today we're presenting
recommendations and asking for your approval ®récommendations for the National Highway
System and the National Truck Network.

The National Highway System was established 2Gs\a0 as a strategic network of roadways
that’s intended to serve a national function fameenic, defense and mobility purposes. These are
roadways that serve large vehicles on long distaipseconnecting points across the country. To
insure the roadways that are included on the Naltldighway System meet standards that are
included on the National Highway System meet statzdat are consistent with the way that
system is supposed to be used. There are additiesigh standards those roadways are subjected
to relating to things like lane width, posted sp@eds. There are additional performance
monitoring and data collection requirements thativeays in the NHS must comply with. There
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are outdoor advertising and junk yard controlsautditional Federal Highway Administration
oversight on projects that occur on National High®gstem roadways. Inclusion of a roadway on
the NHS comes with significant restrictions andteas that insure those roadways fit and are
consistent with the intention of the National Higtysystem. I'll bring up the map of what roads
are within the NHS within the Bloomington/Monroeudty MPO as of 2012. This map shows the
boundary of the Bloomington/Monroe County MPO id.r€he thick red lines on this map are the
National Highway System as it currently exists. Wwa can see is SR 37, SR 46, SR 45, 169, and
then what'’s also included is a series of localwaad within the City of Bloomington. A 2012 act
of Congress automatically added every roadwaywbatFederally Functionally Classified as a
primary arterial to the National Highway Systemll€ye and Walnut,"® St/Bloomfield Rd, E.'3

St, Tapp Rd were all added at this time. There weveral questions about recommendation for
changes to the NHS that our MPO would make. There guestions that have come up again and
again since we started considering this issue.dbtiiem was if this Policy Committee
recommends changes to the NHS is INDOT and the Fiid§dired to accept those changes. The
answer is no. The US Department of Transportadoeives modification proposals from the
states. INDOT'’s process is they’re looking fromdiggck from MPOs and localities across the
state and they will decide what modifications taviard to the FHWA and the Secretary of
Transportation makes the ultimate decision abcan@es or modifications to the NHS. According
to the Federal Regulations, changes or additiothetdlHS need to be consistent with the purpose
of the NHS and they should also be included wighetate or metropolitan transportation plan. It
has been discussed whether we should recommendyadiddf the state highways that come
through Monroe County to the NHS. We could do that the chances of that recommendation
being taking by INDOT or FHWA are very small beeao§the reasons | just described. The next
guestion that has come up a lot is if a local r@adis added to the NHS will it be eligible for
additional funding. This relates to the questiowbéther we should keep our local primary
arterials on the NHS or should we add additioradiveays to make them eligible for additional
funding. The answer is no. INDOT has said locadlvagys on the NHS will not be eligible for
additional funding at this time, but they will lguired to comply with the additional regulations
that | described previously. Another question $béen asked by this committee is if a state
highway is added to the NHS or kept on the NHS3,malintenance or improvements on that
roadway be eligible for additional funding sourda4l inclusion on the NHS make the roadway
for a larger pot of money for improvements or neiance? Improvements on NHS roads are
eligible for a funding source called the Nationajthdvay Performance Program. However, general
maintenance activities are not eligible, thinge likowing and pot hole patching but it would be
eligible for NHPP funds. However, individual statiesnot receive additional funding for adding
additional miles to the NHS. So if we increasertiileage of the NHS system in our county, that
would not increase the amount of money the stassfgeNHPP funds. That was an act of
Congress that specifically ties the amount of fogdif the NHPP to the NHS mileage as it existed
in 2012 so states weren’t adding NHS miles jukitee access to more funding. So that's not a
consideration. Taking all these things into corrsitien, our staff recommendation is in the next
map. We're recommending to remove all the locatiwagys that were added to the NHS in 2012
as well as removing SR 45 west of 169. That leargesith SR 37, 169 and SR 46. I'll take any
guestions on this system before we move on to étiemal Truck Network.

Martin said from the descriptions you gave it seliikeghere’s no downside to us recommending
roadways be included on the NHS because we'reanog ¢o have the final say anyway. We could
say to add all the roads in the county and it wbalee just the same effect as saying to just ieclud
these roads. Is that correct?

Caristo said | think that's correct.

McDaniel said | thought there were additional fetstms and requirements if you put it in the
system.
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Caristo said there are. Adding state roadwaysotitdbcal government don't have operational
control over, that recommendation wouldn’'t havéngact locally?

McDaniel said it would not have additional restoias or requirements?
Caristo said it would buit...

McDaniel said that's what | don't know. Why wouleéwvant to restrict ourselves or add
additional requirements if we’re not going to gef anore money for it?

Caristo said proposing additional highways to kaeddvill not impact our local government
responsibility for those roadways because thosiwars are not in our jurisdiction with the
county or city.

Ruff said it seems to me that the smallest amdumileage that we can include in our NHS seems
to be where we logically want to be because wenegpto be required to have the required
mileage and anything that puts potential restnstion when we want to do something to that road
but doesn't bring additional funding sources. Wiould we want to tie our hand in some way that
we might not think of right now when it comes talggbsing a road we might be able to address in
the future without having these additional consitiens or reviews if we’re not going to get
anything out of it. Is that kind of right?

Caristo said that’s exactly right. That being saidhe future, regulations and laws can change
regarding the NHS. There are a lot of unknownsrdégg design standards, reporting
requirements, as well as funding sources. Atitims,tthat’s sort of the understanding staff has.

Ruff said how much longer is the current Federah$portation Act going to be in place before
it's revisited.

Desmond said 5 years.

Martin said | have no problem removing all our lacads from the NHS because they're not
nationally significant anyway. | am concerned alveatoving state highways because they are
part of a transportation system that goes beyantdhndaries of Monroe County. | would be
particularly concerned if we ended up with remowdegignation of segment of highway in
Monroe County and then found that that same sigihevly was included on the National
Highway System recommendation from another couintyderstand the State’s going to figure
out how all of that has to work out, but | think duest approach would be to say if it's a state
highway, it's on the NHS from our perspective. Tthagsn't necessarily mean that should be the
state’s perspective because they have more knosvidustyut what other communities are doing.
But from our perspective, looking out, it's a natibhighway. It's used as a national highway by
people who don't live here, who come here to wigito travel through here and that to me is what
would define a national highway. It may be it'syoah Indiana highway, but that's something for
the State of Indiana to decide, not for me to dediglist have to look at it from where we see it.

McKim said is the only effect of your recommendatio strike the recommendation to remove SR
45 west of 169.

Martin said | would add 45 going east, | would #8itback in. | would even add 446 because most
of the people who use 446 probably don't live infvie County. They use it to visit the lake. |
think those are national interest. They clearlpggond the MPO interest. The next option we
have is to say it's part of the national systemthed let the state of Indiana decide.
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Caristo said you can certainly do this and havisaudsion about what Richard is proposing. The
only thing | would offer in response to the feattlfiwe don’t recommend a certain state highway
be on the NHS that the state or another localityldveecommend a different portion of that state
highway to be on the NHS, we've shared our propeghlINDOT. They say it's consistent with
what their vision for the NHS is. They showed acegpt from their long range transportation plan
at the meeting on October2@hich was included in your packet. The State thastified state

wide mobility corridors in their long range molyilpplan. These are the corridors that are the top
end of the highway system and are meant to prouality across the state. They're high speed,
long distance corridors. The freight arteries efdtate. These are the roadways INDOT intends for
the NHS to represent.

Martin said you made a statement that these atégheays they intend to have in the NHS. |
don't think that's correct. These are a speciasifgation of highways that they've identified.

That is different than the statement that theséharblHS corridors they've identified. There are
two different things here. Let's not mix them tdgst Different rules are going to apply, different
policies will be made. The state is going to méesé decisions. Our best strategies is to tell them
that highways that go through Monroe County whiehused primarily by people not only in the
county but outside the county have to be a decisimte at the state level and from our perspective
they have at least national or regional signifieafitie only way we have of recognizing that is to
say they're on the NHS. They don't give us a wageobgnizing these are Indiana regional
highways. We don't have that choice. That's a datithey're going to make. | just want to make
sure we're indicating to them that these are higlswiaat are used beyond Monroe County and
service not only Monroe County but our surroundiognties. That's what should determine how
we classify them, not how we want to try to thitoat how much traffic is going to go on that
we’re going to generate. | don’t know how to théin that other than to say put them on the NHS.

Jim Ude said | was thinking the NHS connected tepapulated areas that have to have certain
level of populations. 46 between Bloomington antu@bus is on the NHS, but if you go east of
there, it's not because you don't have the higbpufated areas and the kind of traffic that is
called for on the NHS. That's why 446 would notldyas a NHS road.

Martin asked why 46 going to Terre Haute doesreityu

Ude said it is.

Martin said it only goes to 231 in Spencer and thgaes north on this map from the state.

Ude said that's where the regional mobility comridomes into play and INDOT decided there
were some other corridors that would be more staietthe NHS.

Martin said | think that's the function of INDOTdbn't think it's out function to be making those
kinds of decisions.

Ryterband said are we truly making a decision®mag simply making a recommendation from
this body? What | heard we have no capacity to raadecision in this case. We simply can look
at the information we have and make a recommemdatus is the 'Stime we've reviewed this
and we're not getting much further other than teetthe recommendations from staff having met
with INDOT, having had this large meeting about itha NHS consists of and that we probably
are at a point where we might want to have a motion

**Ryterband moved we take the recommendationsafff ahd pass them along.

**Ruff seconded.
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Baker asked if staff had any conversations with@Dabout your proposal? Does it seem
acceptable and reasonable to them that what yputtieg out today is something that they're
content with and think is the way we should go?

Caristo said the proposal we've made today isaheegecommendation we made in 2013 and last
year and each time we've received feedback fromONEhat it's consistent with their statewide
plan for the NHS. At the October®meeting we did have a verbal confirmation that the
recommendation shown here is consistent with videgtwould like to see.

Baker said they make recommendations at sometpdate off all the roads that were put on
previously? Was that their recommendation to diatfike those off? Was that a local decision?

Caristo said the information they provided to MRDd localities was more of a pros and cons
approach. Most MPOs came to the conclusion thelsdrelkg and costs were too big and too
uncertain. We never got a directive to remove them.

Desmond said they did not encourage us to keep them
Floor was opened for public comment. There was.none
**Motion passed 12:1.

Caristo said the next network we are consideritigeidNational Truck Network. It is slightly older
than national highway system, it was created ir2 #88a network of highways that are designated
for use by large trucks. It includes most of therstate highway system across the country and a
few other non-interstate routes. It's about 200/®18s in total. On National Truck Network
roadways there are federal width and length reongings that apply to the design of those
roadways. At this time there are no funding souasssciated with roadways on the NHS and
there are no new funding sources planned. The tNafiouck Network exists and it administered
by the Federal Highway Administration, but there ary few implications of a roadway being on
or off the network other than design requiremértte. current National Truck Network includes
SR 37, SR 46, SR 45. Our staff recommendationrsnmve SR 45 west of 169 and add 169. This
is the same network we’re proposing for NHS.

**Baker made motion to accept changes to the Natidruck Network as described.
**McKim seconded.

McKim said the new highway bill does include a fatanbased entitlement for freight. Does this
have any relationship to this new freight fundiogrse?

Desmond said not as far as he knows. Not at tlig. gdis network exists on paper and not much
else and it's been around for a long time with@imd put to any use. It's more of a formality at
this point.
McKim said it is something to look at as we get ddie line. That may not even impact localities.
Floor was opened for public comment. There was.none
**Motion passed unanimously.

VIII. New Business

a. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments: &aly presented. We have 3 TIP
amendments. These are all in City of Bloomington.
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(1) Remove Moore’s Pike Guardrail*- This project is near Renwick development. The City
had originally proposed putting a guardrail theg tibuts the City’s Parks Department
property. There’s sort of a steep drop off. The plas to use federal funds to construct that
guardrail, but they've found it might be easiedtoit locally. The federal funding process gets
complicated when you are near a parks propertigsuich a small project, they anticipate by
funding it locally they could save a lot of mon&y. they're asking us to remove that project
and reallocate that funding to two other projeaty thave currently programmed in the TIP.

(2) Modify Allen and Walnut Street RRFB*: The federal fundimgounts would move from
$25,000 to $40,000.

(3) Modify 4" St. & Rogers St. Pedestrian Island*: The federading amounts would move
from $75,000 to $95,000. CAC and TAC both recomredrapproval.

Desmond said we do have Andrew Cibor, the Traresfimmtand Traffic Engineer for the City if
you have any questions.

Ryterband said for the record | want to mentiongenbefore any design or engineering for the 4
St project is undertaken that not only it goesi@Neighborhood Association and that small
handful of people, but that it incorporates the lmeighborhood weighing in on this because it
will severely impact the movement through that hieayhood.

Ruff said last year we met on site. Has there bagriurther detailed data gathering on traffic or
engineering or design related to that at this point

Andrew Cibor said we have not undergone any additidata collection yet but since the quarterly
tracking project was completed we have authorizeghaber of contracts, our agreement with
INDOT and we authorized a design consultant t@ieithe project with us for both of these
projects. We actually just had a kickoff meetingwiat design consultant yesterday and | will say
for the 4" and Rogers intersection project we have a pretgnsive plan for public outreach.

We're still in the stages of planning, but whatduld anticipate is, before we get in to any level o
design, going out to the neighborhood and meetitigthem. The plan is to create an online
survey we can advertise to a broader range of @eoppientially go to the City's Bike and
Pedestrian Safety Committee, potentially the MRTAE to get initial feedback to help feed the
design consultant who will develop a list of altgives, not one design solution, and at that point
we'll plan on going and having a significant puliticolvement meeting in presenting these
alternatives that will help steer us to selectipgederred alternative. It may not be everyone’s
preferred solution, but it hopefully will be sometithat most people will be happy with. That's
the concept of the plan. Next week we’ll beingdh& collection.

Ruff said what | hear you saying is the only pregreince we met on site is the development of a
public input plan.

Cibor said that's correct.

**Baker made motion to amend TIP to remove MooRike guardrail and to modify the others.
**Martin seconded.

Martin said in terms of reallocation of fundingrfiahe Moore’s Pike project. | can see where we
redistributed the $35,000 in federal funding todtteer two projects, but | notice there’s a savings
on local match both for that project and tfleadd Rogers St. project. While there’s a littledbian

increase on the Allen St. project. It looks likérersaving about $8500 in local match that can be
used for other projects. Is that correct?
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Desmond said any time there’s a savings it godstbabe LPA. They can decide to allocate that
wherever they wish.

Martin said | was concerned about the reductidherocal match on"and Rogers when we're
going to be spending more federal money and I'mdedng how that was accomplished. I'd like
to figure out how to do that a lot more often.

Desmond said we'll have to double check that. lahsure why that amount went down if the
federal match went up. We'll have to double chéek math there. | know the federal amount is
right, so as long as we approve the correct federabers we can make sure the match is proper
when we finalize that.

Floor was opened for public comment. There was.none

**Motion passed through unanimous voice vote.

IX. Communications from Committee Membgmsn-agenda items)
a. Topic Suggestions for Future Agendas

Martin said earlier today it came to my attentioat there is a design alternative being implemeioted
169 Section 5 at the Fullerton Pike exit that warddlin half the access opportunities to the Monroe
Medical Park Blvd making it necessary for someanaing from the west having to come back around
and come on to the highway. They couldn'’t get tlirdaere. This seems to be a change that has
occurred in the last week and we are being tadyiting to happen whether we like it or not. I'myve
concerned about reducing access to a hospital/atéalidity, particularly when the hospital thatiso

on the west side is going to be moving to the gdstof town. Why we would ever reduce access to a
medical facility, our only hospital on the westesf town in future years, so that we can avoid an
expense at this point on 169, | simply do not ustded. | would like someone to explain to me wiag th
is necessary.

Lisa Ridge said this came to light this week onsbiag. Myself and one of my assistants attend the 16
progress meeting updates every Tuesday. We wedre/t@re the old piece of spur from That Rd. that
used to run behind the buildings right there wasg be rebuilt so that would be an additionakas

to the hospital. This has been promised all albagit was never in the design. We attended the
meeting this Tuesday and we asked about this gjing built and we were informed that they were not
going to build it. We raised concern at the meeting went back, we constructed an email to IFA,
INDOT, the consulting firm, the engineering firmegVelsked if they had discussed this with the hdspita
They informed us they had. So we contacted thetabsprselves. It came to light in the last 24dsou
They called a meeting, we attended the meetingyaratte assured now they are going to rebuild that
spur as promised. So we are staying on top ofétaddressed that concern that there was only one wa
in and one way out and we didn’t agree with thaherdetour for people. After the meeting we were
told it might be gravel, they won't pave it untibpably April, but we were assured today thatigisk

on the table. It's discouraging because | thinkothig way we would have found out is if by attergdin
those meetings on Tuesday.

X.  Upcoming Meetings
a. Technical Advisory Committee — January 27, 2018420 a.m. (McCloskey Room)
b. Citizens Advisory Committee — January 27, 20162 6.m. (McCloskey Room)
c. Policy Committee — February 12, 2016 at 1:30 Gouncil Chambers)

Meeting was adjourned.

Minutes approved 2/8/16. EJEA
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